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1854 (v) to afford reasonable facilities for receiving,
forwarding, and delivering traffic, of which facilities a
cloakroom was one. It was, therefore, good against even
the true owner of the goods, who had let them on the
hire-purchase system to a person who deposited them in
the cloakroom without the owner's knowledge, on the
same principles as applied to common carriers. It was
also put by Collins, J., on the alternative ground, that
the hirer, at the time he deposited the article—(a sewing
machine)—was entitled to possession of it and to all
reasonable user of it, including the right to deposit it in
a cloakroom, and thereby to give rights to the railway
company which could not be defeated by the mere
determination of the hire-purchase agreement afterwards.
The learned judge was in effect, basing this part of his
judgment on an " implied authority " given by the owners
to the hirer under the agreement, to create a lien.
This was referred to in Pewrington v. Reliance Motor
Works, Limited (w), as the " extreme limit " to which the
principle of " implied authority" could be carried,
although it will be seen later, that the Court of Appeal
has carried it still further (x).
(d) workman's lien
At Common Law, a workman to whom goods are de-
livered to be worked upon, e.g., to be repaired, or to be
otherwise improved, has a lien on such goods for his
remuneration for such work (y), although there be an
agreement as to the price of such repairs or improvements
(v) S. 2 ;   14 Halsbury's Statutes 108.
(w) [1923] 1 K.B. 127, at p. 129, per McCardie, J. ; 32 Digest 248, 324.
(x) Albemarle Supply Co., Limited v. Hind & Co., [1928] 1 K.B. 307,
C.A. ; Digest Supp.
(y) Scarfe v. Morgan (1838), 4 ML & W. 270, per Parke, B., at p. 283 ;
32 Digest"233, 180; Bleaden v. Hancock (1829), 4 C. & P. 152, per
Tindal, C.J., p. 156 ; 32 Digest 239, 240 ; Steadman v. Hocktey (1846),
15 M. & W. 553 ; 32 Digest 247, 3U.

